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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to communication filed 02/07/05. Claims 1-16, 
20-25 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments, see remarks, filed 2/7/05, with respect to the rejection 
under 35 USC 112, paragraph one, have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
The rejection of claims 6-13, 15-22, and 24 have been withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's remaining arguments filed 2/7/05 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments, p.13.para. 2, "since a tree cannot have 
multiple paths between a pair of nodes, the trees of Conklin do not anticipate 
the directed set of the instant invention. The Examiner cannot concur. The 
directed set does not have to have multiple paths, so a tree is a degenerate 
directed set, for example if applicant's "directed sef is identical to Conklin's 
hierarchical ontology, including a highest level node, C.7.lines 40-50, 
interpreted as his directed set, without multiple paths, the applicant then has a 
directed set identical to Conklin's claimed invention. Therefore Conklin's is 
interpreted to have a directed set. 

In response to applicant's arguments, p.13.para. 4, "But a consequence of 
having separate trees is that there can be no individual maximal element, 
...Without anything tying the different trees together, there is no single 
maximal element that embraces every concept in every tree." However, this is 
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not claimed, p. 14. para. 1, applicant further argues, "compare the concept 
"apple" with the concept "Thursday": there is on common reference point by 
which the concepts can be compared." The Examiner cannot concur, as the 
concept parent element could possibly be words. Therefore, it should be clear 
that Conklin teaches state vectors, as presented in the previous rejections, 
as used in applicant's claims, and makes obsolete applicant's arguments 
regarding Luciw, p.14.para 3, where applicant relies on "As argued above, 
Conklin fails to teach or suggest state vectors as claimed." 
In response to applicant's arguments, p. 16. para 6, "But Euclidean distance 
can only measure a distance between two vectors." the applicant claims, 
claim 20, "measuring a Euclidean distance between the impact summary 
centroid vector and the template centroid vector". Therefore, the Examiner 
cannot locate in the claim, where the applicant claims measuring a distance 
between a plurality of vectors, using the well know Euclidean method of 
measuring distance in a spatial environment. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

In claim 1, lines 10 and 11, "each chain" should probably be - -each intentional 

stance basis chain- -, in line 10, "the directed links" has antecedent issues, in line 15, 

"each state vector" should probably be - -each state vector in said topological vector 

space- -, "the concept" has antecedent issues. 
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In claim 3, lines 3, 4 "each action" should probably be - -each associated action- - 

In claim 4, line 1 , "assigning an action" should probably be - -associating an 
action- -, in line 3, "each action" should probably be - -each of said assigned actions- -. 

In claim 16, line 6, "each concept" should probably be - -each of said plurality of 
concepts- in line 9, "each state vector" should probably be "each state vector in said 
topological vector space- -. 

Claims 6, 23, 24 and 26 have similar informalities as claim 1 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C, 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

6. Claims 1-13 and 23-26 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. The limitation "for each pair of concepts in 
each chain, one of the pair of concepts is a linear ancestor of the other par of concepts" 
is not described in the specification as to enable one of ordinary skill in the art on how to 
use or make it. In fact, reading the specification of figure 4 on pages 1 1 and 12, there is 
no mention of such limitation. The Applicant is advised to point out how this limitation is 
enabled and where this limitation can found in the specification. 
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7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 1-13 and 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. The limitation " where for each pair of concept 
in each chain, one of the pair of concept is a lineal ancestor of the other of the pair of 
concepts" is vague and indefinite because of the following reason: If the pair of concept 
in a chain is chosen to be the maximal element and the last concept of the chain, there 
would not be any ancestor for this pair of concept or one of the pair of concept would 
not be an ancestor of a lineal of the other of the pair of concept. For instance if "thing 
305" and "iguana 56" is chosen for a pair of concept, it is unclear which one of the pair 
of concept is a lineal ancestor of the other of the pair of concept. 

In claim 15, lines 5, 6, "the impact summary" lacks antecedent basis. 
Claim Rejections - 35 CISC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, rf the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Conklin 
et al. (herein referred to as Conklin, US Patent No. 6,363,378 filed Oct. 13, 1998) in 
view of Luciw et al. (herein referred to as Luciw, US Patent No. 5,390,281 Feb. 14, 
1995). 
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Conklin and Luciw are analogous art in that they involve computer implemented 
information comparison. 

As per claims 14, Conklin discloses an apparatus for building a template 
specifying an emotional response to a content stream, the apparatus comprising: 

a computer (Fig. 8); 

a directed set stored in the computer including a plurality of concepts (Fig. 3 item 
200, dO.lines 31-51), one concept identified as a maximal element, and a plurality of 
chains extending from the maximal element to each concept (C.7. lines 39-50, 
dictionary-C.12.lines 1-45); 

an intentional stance basis including a subset of the plurality of chains (Fig. 6, 
C. 12. lines 1-18-""places of interest" is a subcategory under the category "tourisim", "is 
a" being the basis, each chain contains the basis, "is a" as a categorical relation to it's 
parent, thus forming an intentional stance basis chain); 

for selected concepts in the directed set (Fig. 5 items 410-490), a state vector in 
a topological vector space (C.4. lines 39-C.5.line 15-document theme vector), wherein 
each state vector includes at least one measure of how concretely the concept is 
represented in each chain in the intentional stance basis (C.Z.Iine 62-C.9.line 26-each 
theme/node vector, interpreted as a first plurality of state vectors contain a parent and 
descendant weight identifying how concretely the concept is represented in each chain 
in the basis); 

Conklin does not disclose: 

a template including the state vectors; and 
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an action associated with the template. 

However, Luciw teaches assembling information into a template and associating 
an action with the template (C.S.Iines 3-55, C.1 1 .lines 10-32). Therefore, at the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify 
Conklin with Luciw by placing the state vectors into a template and associating an 
action with the template. The motivation for doing so would have been to generate 
templates which contain directed information slots to perform a task upon meeting 
satisfying conditions (C.7.lines 55-63, C.1 1, lines 21-32). 

1 1 . Claims 17-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Conklin in view of Luciw and further in view of Castelli et al. (herein referred to as 
Castelli, US Patent No. 6,122,628, Oct. 31, 1997). 

Luciw and Castelli are analogous art in that they involve computer implemented 
information comparison. 

As per claim 17, claim 17 sets forth limitations similar to claim 14 and is thus 
rejected for the same reasons and under the same rationale. Conklin lacks a threshold 
distance. 

However, Luciw teaches (C.13.lines 13-41) a threshold distance. Therefore, at 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to 
modify Conklin with Luciw by including a threshold distance. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow a threshold level to initiate an action automatically (C.13.lines 
26-34). 
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Conklin in view of Luciw lack an impact summary including a second plurality of 
state vectors in a topological vector space and constructing the template in a topological 
vector space , the template including an associated action and threshold distance; 

constructing an impact summary for the content stream; and 

comparing the impact summary with the template. 

However, Castelli teaches (C.9.lines 45-53, Fig. 5) constructing a template in a 
topological vector space, constructing an impact summary for a content stream 
(C.1 1 .line 9-C.12,line 61 -through singular value decomposition, from a content stream, 
a reduced dimension cluster is generated, which is interpreted as the impact summary 
from vector information in a topological vector space, interpreted as the second plurality 
of state vectors), and comparing the impact summary with the template (Fig. 5). 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily 
skilled in the art to modify Luciw with Castelli by constructing a template have an 
associated action and threshold distance, in a topological vector space. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to measure the distance between the template and 
another object in a topological vector space order to detect similarity (C.5.lines 12-20, 
C.7.lines 17-20, C.9.lines 55-60). 

As per claims 18, Conklin, Luciw and Castelli make obvious all of the limitations 
of claim 17, upon which claim 18 depends. Luciw further discloses: 

comparing the summary with the template (C.I 2. lines 24-62); 

Conklin in view of Luciw do not disclose: 
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comparing the impact summary with the template includes measuring a distance 
between the impact summary and the template . 

However, Castelli teaches (C.9Jine 16-C.10.line 56) measuring a distance 
between a impact summary and a template (Fig. 5). Therefore, at the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify 
Conklin and Luciw with Castelli by measuring a distance between the impact summary 
and the template. The motivation for doing so would have been to use distance, which 
is the most commonly used similarity measure between two vectors, to determine the 
similarity between an impact summary and a template (C.7.lines 52-61). 

As per claim 19, Conklin, Luciw and Castelli make obvious all of the limitations of 
claim 18, upon which claim 19 depends. Conklin in view of Luciw does not disclose: 

the template includes a template centroid vector located from the first plurality of 
state vectors; and 

the impact summary includes an impact summary centroid vector located from 
the second plurality of state vectors. 

However, Castelli teaches (Fig. 5, C.9.line 15-C.10.line 56, centroidal clusters 
are centroid 1, centroid 2, "produce a representative vector for each cluster, see claim 
17 for first and second plurality of state vectors). Therefore, at the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify Conklin and 
Luciw with Castelli by having centroid vectors fora template and impact summary. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to generate a searchable index based on 
centroidal information (C.IO.Iines 42-56). 
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As per claim 20, Conklin, Luciw and Castelli make obvious all of the limitations of 
claim 19, upon which claim 20 depends. Luciw does not disclose: 

the means for measuring a distance between the impact summary and the 
template includes means for measuring a Euclidean distance between the impact 
summary centroid vector and the template centroid vector (. 

However, Castelli teaches (C,9.line 16-C.10.line 56) the means for measuring a 
distance between the impact summary and the template includes means for measuring 
a Euclidean distance (C.9.lines 45-55, C. 14, lines 27-67-Euclidean distance measured 
from the template vector and the dimension reduction information interpreted as the 
impact summary, the centroid vectors as explained in claim 19, wherein the Examiner 
interprets the Euclidean distance between the individual template centroid vector, and 
the impact summary vector) between the impact summary and the template. Therefore, 
at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art 
to modify Conklin and Luciw with Castelli by measuring an Euclidean distance between 
an impact summary and a template. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
use a well know method of Euclidean distance, which is a common used distance 
measuring method between two vectors, to determine the similarity between an impact 
summary and a template (C.7.lines 52-61). 

As per claim 21, Conklin, Luciw and Castelli make obvious all of the limitations of 
claim 18, upon which claim 21 depends. Luciw further discloses: 
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performing the action associated with the template (C.16.lines 64-67) if the 
distance between the summary and the template (C.13.lines 13-15)) is less than the 
threshold distance of the template (C.17.lines 1-18). 

Conklin in view of Luciw do not disclose: 

the summary is an Impact summary. 

However, Castelli teaches constructing an impact summary (C.6.lines 6-21). 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily 
skilled in the art to modify Conklin and Luciw with Castelli by incorporating an impact 
summary. The motivation for doing so would have been to measure the distance 
between the template and an impact summary in a topological vector space order to 
detect similarity (C.S.Iines 12-20, C.7.lines 17-20, C.9.lines 55-60) in order to determine 
an appropriate action to perform. 

Double Patenting 

12. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Long!, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438. 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and. In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1 994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 
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13. Claim 1 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of copending 
Application No. 09/654,660, ('660) in view of Application No. 09/512,963 ('963) and 
further in view of Application No. 09/615,726 ('726) . 

As per claims 1, 14, 17, 23, and 26, '660 discloses A computer-implemented 
method for building a template specifying an emotional response to a content stream, 
the method comprising: Selecting a dictionary, the dictionary including a plurality of 
concepts to form a directed set, wherein one concept is a maximal element (claim 1- 
lines 3-4); 

selecting a subset of intentional stance basis chains to form a basis (claim 1, line 
6 -his set of chains interpreted to include subset of chains, his basis interpreted as 
intentional stance, claim 13, line 7-his subset); 

selecting at least once concept in the dictionary (claim 1 line 7); 

creating a state vector in a topological vector space for each selected concept, 
wherein each state vector includes as at least one measure of how concretely the 
concept is represented in each chain in the basis (claim 1 lines 8-10); 

assembling the state vectors into a template (claim 1 lines 11, 12-his state 
vectors interpreted to include a first subset of state vectors); and 

associating an action with the template (claim 1 lines 18, 19-his enforced policy 
as the action as it is interpreted to be associated with the template by a threshold 
distance), but lacks teaching 
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establishing a directed link between at least a first concept and a second concept 
in the directed set, the directed link defining an "is a" relationship between the first 
concept and the second concept; 

establishing intentional stance basis chains in the directed set from the maximal 
element to each concept along the directed links, where for each pair of concepts in 
each chain, one of the pair of concepts is a lineal ancestor of the other of the pair of 
concepts; 

However, '963 teaches, establishing a directed link between at least a first 
concept and a second concept in the directed set, the directed link defining an "is a" 
relationship between the first concept and the second concept (Claim 1 lines 6-8); 

establishing intentional stance basis chains in the directed set from the maximal 
element to each concept along the directed links, where for each pair of concepts in 
each chain, one of the pair of concepts is a lineal ancestor of the other of the pair of 
concepts (claim 1 lines 9-11 -his basis interpreted as intentional stance"). Therefore, at 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to modify '660 with '693 by having 
a directed link "is a" relationship and having lineal ancestors of the other concepts. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to define a relationship between each concept 
'963 lines 6, 7). 

As per claims 2 and 15, '660 and '693 make obvious claim 1 , and '660 further 
teaches wherein associating an action includes assigning a threshold distance to the 
action so that the action will be performed when the content stream is within the 
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threshold distance of the template (claim 1 lines 18, and 19-inherent to the policy 
enforced at a distance). 

As per claims 3 and 16, '660 and '693 make obvious claim 2, and '660 further 
teaches wherein associating an action includes associating a plurality of actions with the 
template (claims 2 and 3, his policy to limit bandwidth, his policy to limit access to a 
document); and assigning a threshold distance includes assigning a unique threshold 
distance to each action so that the action will be performed when the content stream is 
within the assigned threshold distance of the template (claim 1 lines 18, and 19- 
interpreted as each threshold is unique to the policy enforced from claims 2 and 3). 

As per claim 4, '660 and '693 make obvious claim 3, and '660 further teaches 
assigning an action includes assigning a plurality of actions to be performed (claims 2 
and 3) when the content stream is within one of a plurality of threshold distances of the 
template (claim 1 line 18 and 19, his "a threshold distance", each action to be performed 
when the content stream is within a unique range of distances of the template (claims 2 
and 3 his policies as explained in claim 2). 

As per claims 6 and 24, '660 and '693 set forth limitations similar to claim 1, and 
is rejected for the same reasons. "660 further teaches, constructing an impact summary 
for the content stream (claim 1 line 16), the impact summary including a plurality of state 
vectors (claim 1 line 16, 17); and comparing the impact summary with the template 
(claim 1 line 18, 19-interpreted as inherently compared due to the enforced 
policy... impact summary ...within threshold distance). 
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As per claims 7 and 18, '660 and '693 make obvious claim 3, and '660 further 
teaches wherein comparing the impact summary with the template includes measuring 
a distance between the impact summary and the template (claim 21). 

As per claim 8, '660 and '693 make obvious claim 3, and '660 further teaches 
measuring a distance includes performing a topological vector space transformation on 
the impact summary (claim 5 lines 4, 5-his constructing the impact summary... in the 
topological vector space) 

As per claims 9 and 21, '660 and '693 make obvious claim 3, and '660 further 
teaches performing the action associated with the template if the distance between the 
impact summary and the template is less than the threshold distance of the template 
(claim 1, lines 18, 19-his enforced policy, and his "within" interpreted as less). 
14. Claims 5, is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of copending 
Application No. 09/654,660, ('660) in view of Application No. 09/512,963 ('963) and 
further in view of Application No. 09/615,726 ('726) . 

As per claim 5, '660 and '693 make obvious claim 1 , but lack constructing a 
centroid vector for the template from the state vectors. 

However, '726 teaches constructing a centroid vector for the template from the 
state vectors (claim 17, lines 15, 16-his state vectors ... into semantic abstract, claim 
19-his centroid vector for semantic abstract, the semantic abstract is interpreted as the 
template). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to modify 
'660 with '726 by having a centroid vector for a set of state vectors. The motivation for 
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doing so would have been to have a way to measure a distance between state vectors 
in a topological vector space (claim 19). 

As per claim 10, '660 and '693 make obvious claim 7, but lack measuring a 
distance includes locating a centroid vector for each of the template and the impact 
summary. However, 726 teaches measuring a distance includes locating a centroid 
vector for each of the template and the impact summary (claim 19-his each semantic 
abstract, the Examiner interprets the semantic abstracts to be one of a template and 
impact summary). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
modify '660 with '726 by having a centroid vector for impact summary and template 
vectors. The motivation for doing so would have been to have a way to measure a 
distance between state vectors in a topological vector space (claim 19). 

As per claim 11, '660, '693 and '726 make obvious claim 10, but lack measuring 
a distance further includes measuring an angle between the template centroid vector 
and the impact summary centroid vector. However, '726 further teaches measuring a 
distance further includes measuring an angle between the template centroid vector and 
the impact summary centroid vector (claim 20-his centroid vectors as template and 
impact summary centroid vectors). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to modify '660 with '726 by having a centroid vector for impact summary 
and template vectors. The motivation for doing so would have been to have a way to 
measure a distance between state vectors in a topological vector space (claim 19). 
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As per claims 19, and 20, claims 19 and 20 sets forth limitations similar to 
claims 10 and 1 1 and are rejected for the same reasons. 726 teaches also measuring a 
Euclidean distance... (Claim 21). 

Conclusion 

1 5. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lament M. Spooner whose telephone number is 
571/272-7613. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on 571/272-7602. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding Is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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